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LOUIS M. CROSON VS. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 1 

1 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, Awm. 

Term, 1922. 

District of Columbia information for Violation Police Regula- 
Louis Al'Croson. | tions - No - 678320. 

Be it remembered, that in the police court of the District of 

Columbia, at the city of Washington, in the said District, at the 

times hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and 

proceedings had in the above entitled cause, to wit: 

April 4, 1922: 

Information filed. 

Plea: Not guilty entered. 

Case continued. 

May 11, 1922: 

Motion to quash information filed, argued, and submitted. 

Special plea and stipulation filed. 

Case continued. 

January 22, 1924: 

Motion to quash information overruled. 

Special plea overruled. 

Judgment guilty. 

Notice filing motion rehearing. 

Written opinion filed. 

Motion for rehearing filed. 

Sentence: To pay a fine of five dollars, and in default 
of payment of said fine, to be committed to the Washington 
Asylum and Jail for the term of five days. 

2 January 22, 1924: 

Exceptions taken to rulings of court on matters of law 
and notice given by defendant in open court, at the time of 
said rulings, of his intention to apply to a justice of the 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia for a writ of 
error. 

Recognizance in the sum of $100 entered into on writ of error 
to Court of Appeals, District of Columbia, upon the condition 
that in the event of the denial of the application for a 
writ of error, the defendant will, within five days next after 
the expiration of ten days, appear in police court and abide 
by and perform its judgment, and that in the event of the 
granting of such writ of error, the defendant will appear in 
the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia and abide by 
and perform its judgment in the premises. 

John P. Werdall, 

Surety, 

Bill of exceptions submitted. 

January 29, 1924: 

Bill of exceptions filed, signed, settled, and sealed. 

February 13, 1924: 

Writ of error received from Court of Appeals. 

February 21, 1924: 

Designation of record filed. 

February 26, 1924: 

The record together with the writ of error forwarded to the 
Court of Appeals in accordance to said writ. 



2 LOUIS M. CROSON VS. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

3 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, April term, 

A. D. 

The District or Columbia, 8s: 

Francis H. Stephens, Esq., corporation counsel, by Edward W. 
Thomas, assistant corporation counsel, who for the District of 
Columbia prosecutes in this behalf in his proper person, comes here 
into court, and causes the court to be informed, and complains that 
Louis M. Croson, late of the District of Columbia aforesaid, on the 
1st day of April in the year A. D. nineteen hundred and twentjr- 
two in the District of Columbia aforesaid, and on 14th Street, north¬ 
west, did then and there operate a certain automobile, having’ been 
issued a permit to operate said vehicle did fail to exhibit the same 
when demanded so to do by a police officer, contrary to and in viola¬ 
tion of the police regulations in such case made and provided, and 
constituting a law of the District of Columbia. 

(Signed) Francis H. Stephens, 

Corporation Counsels 
By T. G. Walsh, 

Assistant Corporation Counsel. 

Personally appeared W. J. Cunningham this 4th day of April A. 
D. 1922, and made oath before me that the facts set forth in the 
foregoing information are true, and those stated upon information 
received he believes to be true. 

[seal.] (Signed) A. J. Sanford, 

Deputy Clerk , Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

(Indorsed:) Appeal bond 100. Take ($20) for appeal. CoL 
five. No. 678320. Information. Traffic. District of Columbia vs. 
Louis M. Croson. 5/11. Motion to quash information filed, ar¬ 
gued, and submitted. Permit number —. Special plea and stipu¬ 
lation filed. Violation of police regulations. J. B. Herrigan. Wit¬ 
ness: W. J. Cunningham, officer. 1/22/1924, motion to quash in¬ 
formation overruled. Special plea overruled. Judgment guilty. 
Notice filing motion rehearing. Written opinion filed. 1/22/1924, 
motion for rehearing filed 5-5. Exc. noted and notice given of 
appeal to Court of Appeals for writ of error. 4/6-14-20 5/4-11- 
10/18.20-25. 1/22/24, bill of exceptions submitted Jan. 29, 1924, bill 
of exceptions filed, settled, signed, and sealed. Jan. 22, 1924. Re¬ 
cognizance in the sum of $100.00 entered into on writ of error to 
Court of Appeals, D. C., upon the condition that in the event of the 
denial of the application for a writ of error, the defendant will, 
within five days next after the expiration of ten days, appear in 
police court and abide by and perform its judgment, and that in the 
event of the granting of such writ of error, the defendant will appear 
in the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia and abide by 
and perform its judgment in the premises. John P. Wenchell, 
surety. Filed April 4, 1922. F. A. Sebring, clerk police court, 
D. C., 2/13/1924, writ of error received from Court of Appeals. 
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4 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

District of Columbia 

vs. I>e. G7S320. 

Louis Croson, defendant. 

Motion to quash. 

Now comes the defendant, by his attorneys, and moves the court to 
quash the information filed against him herein on the following 
grounds: 

1. That the matters and things in said information alleged do 
not constitute any offense punishable under the Constitution and 
laws of the United States. 

2. That the regulations of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia in so far as they purport to require an operator’s permit 
as a condition precedent to operation by the agents, servants, and 
employees of the United States of Government-owned motor vehicles 
employed in the conduct of the public business of the United States 
on the streets and highways of the District of Columbia, and to 
require further an exhibition of such permit on demand of a police 
officer or other person purporting to be authorized to make such 
demand, are unconstitutional, null, and void. 

(Signed) Peyton Gordon, 

United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 

J. B. Horigan, 
Attorneys for Defendant. 

(Indorsed:) No. 678320. Motion to quash. Filed May 11, 1922. 
F. A. Sebring, Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 
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In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 


District of Columbia 
vs. 

Louis Croson, defendant. 


No. 678320. 


Defendant's special plea. 

Now comes the defendant, Louis Croson, by his attorneys, and for 
plea to the information filed herein, says that at the time and place 
alleged in said information, he was an employee of the United States 
of America, and by virtue of his said employment was engaged in 
the operation of a truck pursuant to direction of his official superior, 
on the business of the United States Department of Agriculture, to 
wit, that he was engaged in returning said truck after an official 
errand to the Government’s garage where such machine was custom¬ 
arily stored, and defendant avers that while so engaged he was not 
legally required, and did not have upon his person, a permit to operate 
said machine on such business issued in accordance with the traffic 
regulations of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

Wherefore, the defendant prays that the information filed herein 
against him be dismissed. 

(Signed) Peyton Gordon, 

,T. B. Horigan, 

Asst. Solicitor , Dept . of Agriculture , 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

(Indorsed;) No. 678320. Special plea. Filed May 11,1922. F. A. 
Sebring, Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 



4 


LOUIS M. CROSON VS. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


6 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

District of Columbia ] 

vs. [No. 678320. 

Louis Croson ) 

Stipulation. 

It is hereby stipulated and agreed by and between counsel for 
the respective parties hereto that the following facts may be taken 
as established in this case without further proof: 

(1) That at the time and place charged in the information the 
defendant was an agent, servant, and employee of the United States 
Department of Agriculture; and in obedience to the orders of his 
official superior in that department was then and there engaged in 
the operation of a motor truck belonging to the LTnited States Gov¬ 
ernment, which was then and there employed in the service of the 
United States Department of Agriculture and in the conduct of its 
public business. 

(2) That a demand was made by a police officer of the District 
of Columbia for the exhibition of a permit to operate said motor 
vehicle, issued by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
in accordance with the Police Regulations of said District; and 
that the defendant, then and there did fail in response to said de¬ 
mand to produce and exhibit to said police officer such a permit. 

(Signed) T. G. Walsh, 

Assistant Corporation Counsel for the District of Columbia , 

Peyton Gordon, 

United States Attorney for the District of Columbia , 

J. G. Horigan, 

Assistant to the Solicitor. U. S. Dept, of Ac/riculture , 

Counsel for Defendant. 

(Indorsed:) No. 678320. Stipulation. Filed May 11, 1922. 
F. A. Sebring, Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 

7 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 


District of Columbia 
vs. 

Louis Crosson. 


No. 678320. 


The defendant, an employee of the Agricultural Department, was 
the operator of a motor vehicle, the motive power for which was 
gasoline, owned and maintained in the District of Columbia by the 
United States, and was arrested and charged for so operating with¬ 
out having obtained a licence, as provided by section 3 of article 12 
of the Police Regulations, which is as follows: 

“ It shall be unlawful for any person or persons to operate any 
motor vehicle of any kind, * * * until such person has procured 

a permit as hereinafter prescribed; * * *.” 

It is contended on behalf of defendant that the above regulation 
has no application to Government chauffeurs operating Government 
motor vehicles in the course of their employment because such an 
application would result in an interruption of the acts of the Federal 
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Government, and because the requirements of the regulation do not 
merely touch the Government servants remotely by a general rule of 
conduct, but lays hold of them in their specific attempt to obey 
orders and requires qualifications in addition to those that the Fed¬ 
eral Government has pronounced sufficient. It is further contended 
that said regulation is unconstitutional and void as to Government 
chauffeurs because it is an attempted exercise by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia of the general legislative power which 
under the Constitution resides exclusively in Congress and can not 
be delegated. 

If Congress could, and did, delegate to the Commisioners of the 
District of Columbia the power to require the licensing of all op¬ 
erators of motor vehicles, including Government operators, the ob¬ 
jections made on behalf of defendant to said section 3, article 12, of 
the Police Regulations, can not be sustained. 

8 In Dempsey v. D. C., 1 App. D. C. 63, the court said: 

44 It is true, as stated in the case of Cohen v. Virginia, 6 
Wheaton 424, that, in legislating for the District of Columbia, 
Congress acts as the legislature of the Union; and, as the Consti¬ 
tution of the United States now stands, this could not well be other¬ 
wise. But it is likewise true, as laid down in the same case, that the 
extent and incidents of this legislation are to be determined from 
its character and subject matter. Such legislation may, for some 
purposes, have a scope and effect coextensive with the Union; while 
for other purposes it may have no extra-territorial effect whatever. 
Congress may not only legislate for the District of Columbia in a 
general sense; it may also make for it such by-laws and local 
regulations as are usually comprehended under the name of munici¬ 
pal ordinances. This latter power it may delegate; the power of 
general legislation it may not delegate.” 

An act of Congress, approved January 26, 1887, conferring upon 
the Commissioners the power to make certain police regulations, 
contained the following, among other clauses, in section 10: 

44 To regulate the movements of vehicles on the public streets and 
avenues for the preservation of order and the protection of life and 
limb.” 

A joint resolution of congress, approved February 26, 1892, reads 
as follows: 

‘ 4 That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are hereby 
authorized and empowered to make and enforce all such reasonable 
and usual police regulation, in addition to those already made under 
the act of January 26, 1887, as they may deem necessary for the 
protection of lives, limbs, health, comfort, and quiet of all persons 
and the protection of all property within the District of Columbia.” 

In Railroad Company v. District of Columbia, 10 App. D. C. Ill, 
the court in speaking of the joint resolution has this to say: 

44 The resolution is so general, and so comprehensive in its terms, 
that had it been incorporated into the act of 1887. as the conclud¬ 
ing clause of section 10, its operation could hardly be limited by 
the scope of the specific grants of power preceding it. But, enacted 
after five years of experience under the old law and in express addi¬ 
tion to the powers therein conferred, we think it clear that Congress 
intended thereby to increase the powers of the Commissioners to 
the full extent of those frequently, if not generally, entrusted to 
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Municipal corporations. Upon no other theory can its passage lx> 
reasonably accounted lor. And instead of entering into details, as 
in the former act, the grant of power to make usual and reasonable 
police regulations was expressed in the broadest terms.” 

Thus it is established that Congress may delegate to the Com¬ 
missioners of the District of Columbia the power to make for 

9 the District of Columbia such by-laws and local regulations 
as are usually comprehended under the name of municipal 

ordinances. Congress, in the exercise of this right, has by the act 
of January 26, 1887, conferred upon the Commissioners the power to 
regulate the movements of vehicles on the public streets and avenues 
for the preservation of order and the protection of life and limb; 
and by the joint resolution of February 26, 1892, lias further con¬ 
ferred upon them the power to make and enforce all such reasonable 
and usual police regulations, in addition to those already made under 
the act of January 26, 1887, as they may deem necessary for the 
protection of lives, limbs, health, comfort and quiet of all persons 
and the protection of all property within the District of Columbia. 
And in the case of Railroad Company v. District of Columbia, 
supra, our Court of Appeals has said that it is clear that Congress 
in its joint resolution intended thereby to increase the powers of the 
Commissioners to the full extent of those frequently, if not gen¬ 
erally, entrusted to municipal corporations. 

Under the express authority thus rightfully delegated to them by 
Congress, the commissioners have prescribed said section 3 of article 
12 of the Police Regulations, which they deem necessary for public 
safety and order in respect to the operation upon the highways of the 
District of Columbia of all motor vehicles and essential to the 
preservation of the health, safety, and comfort of the citizens of the 
District. 

In the case of Hendrik v. Maryland, 235 U. S. 622, the court said: 

In the absence of national legislation covering the subject a 
State may rightfully prescribe uniform regulations necessary for 
public safety and order in respect to the operation upon its highways 
of all motor vehicles—those moving in interstate commerce as well 
as others. And to this end it may require the registration of such 
vehicles and the licensing of their drivers. * * * This is but an 

exercise of the police power uniformly recognized as belonging to the 
States and essential to the preservation of the health, safety, and 
comfort of their citizens; and it does not constitute a direct or 
material burden on interstate commerce.” 

10 Wherefore, I am of opinion that Congress by the act ap¬ 
proved January 26, 1887, and section 2 of the joint resolution 

of February 26, 1892, has rightfully delegated to the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia the power to prescribe uniform regu¬ 
lations necessary for public safety and order in respect to the opera¬ 
tion upon the highways of the District of Columbia of all motor 
vehicles, those operated by Government chauffeurs as well as others. 
And that to this end the commissioners may require the licensing of 
all operators, those employed in operating motor vehicles owned and 
maintained in the District of Columbia by the United States, as well 
as others. 

My attention has been invited to the act of Congress, approved 
March 3, 1917, which provides as follows: 
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“ On and after December 31, 1917, all licensee, including identifi¬ 
cation tags and registrations, for motor vehicles heretofore granted 
shall expire and become null and void, and on and after January 1, 
1918, there shall be charged annually for the licensing and registra¬ 
tion of motor vehicles the following figures, which shall be paid an¬ 
nually to the Collector of Taxes of the District of Columbia and 
which shall include registration and the furnishing of identification 
tag * * * ; Provided further, That motor vehicles owned and 

maintained in the District of Columbia by the United States or the 
government of the District of Columbia shall be registered and 
furnished identification tags without cost; And provided further, 
That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized 
to establish such rules and regulations and to affix thereto such fines 
and penalties as in their judgment are necessary for the enforcement 
of this act and the regulations authorized thereunder; Provided fur¬ 
ther, That motor vehicles owned or operated by persons not legal 
residents of the District of Columbia, but who have complied with 
the laws of the State of their legal residence, requiring registra¬ 
tion of motor vehicles or licensing of operators thereof and the dis¬ 
play of identification or registration numbers on such vehicles and 
which identification numbers shall be displayed on such motor 
vehicles, as provided by the laws and regulations of the District of 
Columbia while used or operated within the District, shall not be 
required to be licensed or registered or bear their identification num¬ 
ber^ under the laws and regulations of the District if the State 
in which the owner or operator of such motor vehicle has his legal 
residence extends the same privilege to the motor vehicles owned or 
operated by legal residents of the District of Columbia.'’ 

If under the act of January 26, 1887, and the joint resolution of 
February 26, 1892, Congress could and did delegate to the commis¬ 
sioners the authority to require all operators of motor vehicles in the 
District to be licensed and all motor vehicles in the District 
to be registered and bear identification tags, what was 
11 the intention of Congress as expressed in the act of March 3, 
1917 ? Congress must have had in mind one of two purposes, 
namely: 

(1) To provide only for the annual licensing and registration of 
all motor vehicles in the District, under rules and regulations to be 
established by the commissioners, excepting therefrom motor ve¬ 
hicles owned or operated by nonresidents within the meaning of the 
statute; and exempting from the payment of the specified fee motor 
vehicles owned and maintained in the District by the United States 
or the government of the District of Columbia; thus leaving to the 
commissioners the authority conferred by the act of January 26, 
1887, and the joint resolution of February 26, 1892, to require the 
licensing of all operators of motor vehicles in the District of Co¬ 
lumbia; or, 

(2) To provide directly, not only for the annual licensing and reg¬ 
istration of all motor vehicles in the District, except those owned or 
operated by nonresidents within the meaning of the statute, as here¬ 
inbefore indicated, but also to require that all operators or motor 
vehicles in the District shall be annually licensed, under rules and 
regulations to be established by the commissioners, excepting non¬ 
resident operators who have complied with the laws of the State of 
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their legal residence, requiring registration of motor vehicles or 
licensing of operators thereof; and exempting from the payment of 
the specified fee the operators of motor vehicles owned and main¬ 
tained in the District of Columbia by the United States or the gov¬ 
ernment of the District of Columbia; this divesting the commis¬ 
sioners of the authority vested in them under the act of January 26, 
1887, and the joint resolution of February 26, 1892, to require either 
the licensing of operators or the registration of motor vehicles. 

The above act of March 3, 1917, was construed by our Court of 
Appeals in the case of King v. District of Columbia, 50 Washington 
Law Reporter 87. The question decided by our Court of Appeals in 
the King case is not the same question at issue in the case now before 
me, and my difficulty is in seeking to apply to the facts in this case 
the act of March 3, 1917, as interpreted by our Court of Appeals in 
the King case. 

King was charged in the Police Court of the District of Columbia 
with operating an automobile in the District without having obtained 
a permit to do so. He was a bona fide resident of the State of Vir¬ 
ginia, and at the time of his arrest was driving his own automobile 
bearing proper Virginia license tags issued to him in accordance 
with the laws of that State, and had in his possession and exhibited 
a license from the State of Virginia to operate a motor ve- 
12 hide such as the one he was then operating. Some time be¬ 
fore his arrest King had been a bona fide resident of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia and the holder of a license from the Commissioners 
of the District to operate a motor vehicle, which operator’s license 
was revoked by the commissioners. Subsequent to the revocation 
of his District of Columbia operator’s license King became a bona 
fide resident of Virginia and there procured the Virginia operator’s 
license and license tags above referred to. 

The Court of Appeals held that the act of March 3, 1917, applied 
to the owner and operator. King, as well as to the motor vehicle it¬ 
self, and that under the previsions of the statute King had the right 
to operate his motor vehicle in the District of Columbia without first 
having procured an operator's license from the Commissioners. The 
Court of Appeals in its opinion says: 

* i: * * sp * * 


The statute is inartifically drawn, but when its purpose is kept 
in mind we think its correct meaning can be reached. In the first 


part of the act the work ‘ registration ' is applied to the vehicle, and 
the word * licensing' to the operator, while in the latter part the 
words ‘ licensed or registered ’ seem to refer to the vehicle only. We 
think, however, that 4 licensed or registered ' should be treated ns 


used in the same relation as their noun forms in the first part of the 


act, and that the true meaning of the latter part is that it shall not 
be necessary to 4 license the operator ’ or 4 register the vehicle.’ No 
other construction will effectuate the purpose of the act. If a literal 
interpretation would be contrary to the evident meaning of a sta¬ 
tute taken as a whole, it should be rejected. Heydenfeldt v. Dancy 
Gould, etc., Co. 93 U. S. 634, 638. Where there is a doubt concern¬ 
ing the meaning of a statute it should be construed, if possible, so 
as to serve the legislative design. Porto Rico Railway Company v. 



LOUIS M. CROSON VS. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


9 


Mor. 253 U. S. 345, 348. In such a case as this the reason of the law 
should prevail over its letter, Baender v. Barnett, 255 U. S. 224, 226.” 

Giving effect, if possible, to every clause and word of the statute, 
as it is my duty to do, and following out the reasoning of the Court 
of Appeals in the King case, supra, I must find that Congress, when 
it passed the act of March 3,1917, had in mind the purpose set forth 
in paragraph (2), above mentioned. 

The first paragraph of the statute is as follows: 

13 “ On and after December 31, 1917, all licenses, including 

identification tags and registrations, for motor vehicles hereto¬ 
fore granted shall expire and become null and void, and on and after 
January 1, 1918, there shall be charged annually for the licensing 
and registration of motor vehicles the following figures, which shall 
be paid annually to the collector of taxes of the District of Colum¬ 
bia and which shall include registration and the furnishing of 
identification tags, * * 

While the words “ licensing and registration,” appearing in the 
first paragraph of the statute, seem to refer to the vehicle only, the 
same interpretation must be given these words as was given by our 
Court of Appeals to the words “ licensed or registered,” appearing 
further along in the statute, and the said words ‘‘licensing and regis¬ 
tration ” must, therefore, be interpreted as meaning that it shall be 
necessary to annually “ license the operator ” and annually “ register 
the vehicle,” unless the operator is a nonresident operator and the 
vehicle is owned or operated by a nonresident within the meaning 
of the statute. 

Operators of motor vehicles owned and maintained in the District 
by the United States or the government of the District of Columbia 
are not only not included in the proviso of the statute exempting 
nonresident owners or operators, but the statute expressly provides 
as follows: 

* * * * * * * 

“ Provided further, That motor vehicles owned and maintained 
in the District of Columbia by the United States or the government 
of the District of Columbia shall be registered and furnished identi¬ 
fication tags without cost.” 

The “ cost ” imposed by the statute is “ for the licensing and regis¬ 
tration of motor vehicles * * * which shall include registration 

and the furnishing of identification tag,” and as our Court of Ap¬ 
peals has interpreted ‘* licensed ” as referring to the operator, and 
‘‘ registered ” as referring to the motor vehicle, I must find that 
Congress intended that the operators of motor vehicles owned and 
maintained in the District of Columbia by the United States shall 
be annually licensed, without cost, under rules and regulations 

14 established by the Commissioners, and that the defendant 
herein is guilty of operating a motor vehicle owned and main¬ 
tained in the District of Columbia by the United States, without 
first procured an annual license so to do. 

. ? 

Judge , Police Court , D. C. 

(Indorsed:) 678320. D. C. vs. Louis Corsson. Opinion. Filed 
Oct. 6, 1922. F. A. Sebring, Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 
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15 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

District of Columbia 

l>8. 

Louis Croson, defendant. 

Motion for rehearing . 

Now comes the above-named defendant, by his attorneys, and 
moves the court to grant a rehearing in the above-entitled case, on 
the following grounds: 

1. Because the finding and judgment of the court herein are con¬ 
trary to law. 

2. Because there is no valid subsisting law or regulation in force in 
the District of Columbia upon which the judgment of conviction 
entered herein can be sustained. 

3. Because the facts alleged in the information and stipulated by 
the parties hereto are insufficient to support such finding and judg¬ 
ment. 

4. Because the court erred in finding and deciding that there was 
a valid subsisting law or regulation in the District of Columbia pro¬ 
hibiting and penalizing the acts charged against the defendant in 
the information, when done by a duly qualified and appointed agent 
and employee of the United States in the course of his employment 
as such agent and employee. 

5. Because the court erred in not dismissing the information upon 
defendant’s special plea and upon the facts stipulated between re¬ 
spective counsel for the parties hereto. 

6. Because the court has manifestly erred in construing and hold¬ 
ing the act approved March 3, 1917, to authorize the conviction and 
the punishment of the defendant while engaged in the operation, 

upon the streets of the District of Columbia, of a Government- 

16 owned motor vehicle, in the course of his employment as an 
agent and employee of the United States, for failing to have 

and to exhibit to a police officer of said District, upon demand, a 
license or permit issued by the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to operate such machine. 

7. Because the court erred in construing and holding the act of 
March 3, 1917, to require the agents and employees of the United 
States to obtain a license or permit from the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia as a condition precedent to the lawful operation 
of a motor vehicle in the District of Columbia in the course of their 
official employment as such agents and employees. 

8. For other and manifest errors in the court’s ruling and decision. 

(Signed) Peyton Gordon, 

United States Attorney for the District of Columbia , 

J. B. Horigan, 

Assistant to the Solicitor , U. S. Department of Agriculture , 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

(Indorsed:) No. 678320. D. C. vs. Louis Croson. Motion for re¬ 
hearing. Clerk please file. Service of copy of within motion and 
notice of hearing acknowledged this 10tn day of October, 1922, 
(Signed) T. Gellespie Walsh, attorney for District of Columbia. 
Filed Oct. 10, 1922. F. A. Sebring, Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 


No. 678320. 
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17 Recognizance. 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, the 22 day of Jan¬ 
uary, A. D. 1924. On writ of error to the Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia. 

Thje District or Columbia 

V8. 

Louis M. Ckoson. 

The defendant, and John P. Wencbel, surety, acknowledge them¬ 
selves to be indebted to the United States, District of Columbia, in 
the sum of one hundred dollars, lawful money of the United States 
to be levied of their and each of their goods and chattels, land and 
tenements, upon condition, nevertheless, that whereas the said de¬ 
fendant w— on the 22 day of January, 1924, convicted in the Police 

Court of the District of Columbia of-and it was thereupon 

adjudged by said court that said defendant pay a fine of five dollars, 
and, in default to be committed to the Washington Asylum and Jail 
for the term of five days; and whereas the said defendant has taken 
exceptions to the rulings of the court upon matters of law in said 
trial and having given notice in open court of his intention to apply 
for a writ of error to a justice oi the Court of Appeals of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia: Now, therefore, if said defendant shall, in the 
event of a denial of his application for said writ of error, within 
five days next after the expiration of ten days from the date hereof, 
appear in the Police Court and abide bv and perform its judgments 
in the premises, and in the event of the granting of such writ of 
error he shall appear in the Court of Appeals of the District of 
Columbia and prosecute said writ of error and abide by and per¬ 
form its judgments in the premises, then this recognizance to be 
void and of no force. 

(Signed) Louis M. Croson. 

John P. Wenchel. 

January 22nd, A. D. 1924. 

I certify that the above recognizance was acknowledged in open 
court, the 22nd day of January, A. D. 1924; and that the sufficiency 
of said surety was approved by the judges of said Police Court. 
Witness my hand and the seal of said court. 

[seal.] P. W. Gunett, 

Deputy Cleric , Police Court ,, District of Columbia. 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

22nd day of January, A. D. 1924. 
John P. Wenchel, being duly sworn says that he is worth, over 
and above all his debts and liabilities, the sum of fifteen hundred 
dollars in unincumbered real estate, situated in the District of 
Columbia; that a part of the real property so owned by him is de¬ 
scribed as follows: Lot 15, square 3192, known as 510 Aspin St. 
NW., and is worth the sum of fifteen hundred dollars; that he owns 
said property in fee simple, free and unincumbered by deed of trust, 
mortgage, judgment, or otherwise; that he is not surety nor respon¬ 
sible on subsisting bonds in the Police Court or the Supreme Court 
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of the District of Columbia to exceed in the aggregate the value of 
unincumbered real estate. 

John P. Wenchel. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 22nd day of February, 
A. D. 1924. 

[seal.] P. W. Gunett, 

Deputy Clerk, Police Court, District of Columbia. 

(Indorsed:) No. 378320. Police Court, District of Columbia. 
Recognizance on writ of error to the Court of Appeals, D. C. Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia vs. Louis M. Croson. $100. John P. Wenchel, 
surety, 6805 6th St. NW. Phone Main 4650, Br. 115. Taken the 
22nd day of Jany., 1924. P. W. Gunett, Deputy Clerk, Police Court, 
D. C. 

18 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

District of Columbia 

vs. No. 678320. 

Louis Croson, defendant. 

BUI of exceptions. 

Be it remembered, that this case came on for trial before the 
Police Court of the District of Columbia on the eleventh day of 
May, nineteen hundred and twenty-two, and the case was tried and 
submitted to the court for determination upon an agreed statement 
of facts, which is in words and figures the following, to wit: 

Stipulation. 

It is hereby stipulated and agreed by and between counsel for the 
respective parties hereto that the following facts may be taken as 
established in this case without further proof: 

(1) That at the time and place charged in the information the 
defendant was an agent, servant, and employee of the United States 
Department of Agriculture; and in obedience to the orders of his 
official superior in that department was then and there engaged in 
the operation of a motor truck belonging to the United States Gov¬ 
ernment, which was then and there employed in the service of the 
United States Department of Agriculture and in the conduct of its 
public business. 

(2) That a demand was made by a police officer of the District 
of Columbia for the exhibition of a permit to operate said mo¬ 
tor vehicle, issued by the Commissioners of the District of 

19 Columbia in accordance with the Police Regulations of said 
district; and that the defendant then and there did fail in 

response to said demand to produce and exhibit to said police officer 
sucn a permit. 

T. G. Walsh, 

Assist amt Corporation Counsel for the District of Columbia. 

Peyton Gordon, 

United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 

J. B. Horigan, 

Assistant to the Solicitor , U. S. Dept, of Agriculture, 

Counsel for Defendant. 
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And the court now certifies that the above case was tried as afore¬ 
said, and taken under advisement, and on the twenty-second day of 
January, nineteen hundred and twenty-four, judgment therein was 
entered upon the agreed statement of facts submitted to the court 
and no other evidence was heard or considered; and the defendant 
then and there duly excepted to the entry of said judgment and 
gave notice in open court of an intention to apply for a writ of error 
to a justice of the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
upon the said exception. 

And now the defendant tenders this bill of exceptions herein and 
prays that the same may be signed, sealed, and enrolled as part of 
the record in this case this twenty-second day of January, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-four, which is accordingly done, nunc pro tunc. 

Given under my hand and seal this 29th day of January, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-four. 

(Signed) John P. McMahon, 

Judge of the Police Court of the District of Columbia, 

20 United States of America, ss: 

The President of the United States , to the Honorable John P. 
McMahon , Judge of the Police Court of the District of Columbia , 

Greeting: 

Because in the record and proceedings, as also in the rendition of 
the judgment of a plea which is in the said Police Court, before you, 
between District of Columbia, plaintiff, and Louis M. Croson, de¬ 
fendant, information No. 678320, a manifest error hath happened, to 
the great damage of the said defendant, as by his complaint appears. 
We being willing that error, if any hath been, should be duly cor¬ 
rected, and full and speedy justice done to the parties aforesaid in 
this behalf, do command you, if judgment be therein given, that then, 
under your seal, distinctly and openly, you send the record and pro¬ 
ceedings aforesaid with all things concerning the same, to the Court 
of Appeals of the District of Columbia, together with this writ, so 
that you have the same in the said Court of Appeals, at Washington, 
within 15 days from the date hereof, that the record and proceedings 
aforesaid being inspected, the said Court of Appeals may cause 
further to be done therein to correct that error, what of right and 
according to the laws and customs of the United States should be 
done. 

Witness the Honorable Constantine J. Smyth, Chief Justice of the 

said Court of Appeals, the-day of February, in the year of our 

Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty four. 

[seal.] Henry W. Hodges, 

Clerk of the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

Allowed by— 

Constantine J. Smyth, 

Chief Justice of the Court of Appeals of the District of 
Columbia. 

(Indorsed:) Filed Feb. 13,1924. F. A. Sebring, Clerk of Police 
Court, D. C. 
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21 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

District of Columbia ] 

v . J No. 678320. 

Louis M. Croson j 

Stipulation as to record on appeal. 

It is hereby stipulated and agreed by and between the District of 
Columbia and the defendant, by their respective attorneys, that the 
record in this case on appeal shall consist of the following: 

(1) The information. 

(2) Motion to quash. 

(3) Defendant’s special plea. 

(4) Stipulation oi facts. 

(5) Judgment and sentence of the court. 

(6) Opinion of the court. 

(7) Bill of exceptions. 

(8) Recognizance on appeal. 

(9) All docket entries. 

(10) The writ of error. 

(11) This stipulation. 

(12) Clerk T s certificate. 

(Signed) Frank W. Madigan, 

Edward W. Thomas, 

Assistant Corporation Counsel for the Distinct of Columbia. 

(Signed) Peyton Gordon, 

United States Attorney , 
(Signed) James B. Horigan, 

Assistant to the Solicitor , U. S. Department of Agriculture , 

Attorneys for defendant. 

A true copy. 

Test: 

F. A. Seeking, 

Clerk PoUce Court , D. C. 

Hor-meb. 

22 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia , ss: 

I, Frank A. Sebring, clerk of the Police Court of the District of 
Columbia, do hereby certify that the foregoing pages, numbered from 
1 to 21, inclusive, to be true copies of originals in caose No. 678320, 
wherein the District of Columbia is plaintiff and Louis M. Crosson 
defendant, as the same remain upon the files and records of said court. 

In testimony whereof I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said court, the city of Washington, in said District, this 26th 
day February, A. D. 1924. 

F. A. Sebring, 

Clerk Police Court , Dist. of Columbia. 

(Indorsement on cover:) District of Columbia, Police Court. 
No. 4123. Louis M. Crosson, plaintiff in error, vs. District of Colum¬ 
bia. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Feb. 26, 1924. 
Henry W. Hodges, Clerk. 
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